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LETTER TO THE REV. HOSEA BALLOU. 


New-York, Nov. 30, 1827. 

Dear Sir and Brother,—-I have this moment 
Jaid down “‘A Series of Letters,’’ addressed to 
you “by Charles Hudson,” after a careful pe- 
rusal and examination of the same; being the 
first and only copy which I have seen. But 
so far from affording me any pleasure, they 
have only filled me with surprise and regret. 
Surprise, that your writings should have been 
80 misrepresented by one professing our gen- 
eral sentiment, or else, what I can hardly con- 
ceive possible, you hold to sentiments which I 
have never seen in your writings, and which I 
never understood from you. Is it possible, 
that after being intimately acquainted with you 
for more than four-and-twenty years, after 
having read with care and attention, all your 
public writings, (except, perhaps, some pieces 
in the Universalist Magazine,) and, after hav- 
ing heard you preach so often, I have yet to 
learn what is emphatically called “your system, ee 
through the medium of another? So it would 
seem; or else, what is the source of my regret, 
you have been grossly misrepresented. And 


even had you not been misrepresented, I could, 
not uiave been pleased at such a work; for not- | 


withstanding it displays some ingenuity and | 


talent, and contains some things worthy of se-|by faith) in this life? 


rious consideration; yet its style and manner 


is quite exceptionable, and much of its treat-. men) eternal life, and this life is in his son,’ 
With | what better thing has he to bestow on be: 


such licence, there is scarcely the language of lievers? 


ment of your views very disingenuons. 


any man, not excepting much of the New Tes-| 


tament, but what might be made to appear per- and demonstration, suppose we represent all 
If such a production had’ that God can give in another world by the 


eome from an avowed enemy, it is what, per- round number of 1000; the believers in future 


fectly contemptible. 


haps, might have been expected; though | Tam: 
lnboring under a very great mistake, or else 
it would have been very ungenerous even 


‘faith and obedience in this life, in addition to 
all that he has enjoyed here; and 900 asa free 


in an enemy; but from a professed friend, 2 


such a work was not to have been looked 


for. 

But perhaps T am heaping more censure on 
our author than he deserves; and as I presume 
others are in the same predicament with _my- 
self, and to ascertain whether I am correct in 
this particular, [ have taken the liberty to ad- 
dress you though the medium of the press, and 
Wish you to answer me in the same way. 

1. I have never understood you to teach the 
doctrine, which, | am aware, is maintained by 
some, of immediate death and ‘glory , thatis, that 
man, is unmediately happy after death. To 
such an tdea there are insuperable objections 
in my own mind; neither am I able to recon- 
cile it with the doctrine of the resurrection as 
taught in the New Testament. 

2, I haye ever understood you to teach that 
all consequences of virtue, whether in mind or 
estate, might be reckoned as a reward for vir- 
tue; and that all the consequences of sin, 
whether suffered in mind, body, or estate, might 
also be considered as a punishment for vice. 
Hence individual crimes, as well as national, 
may be attended with remote as well as immed-|« 
iate conseque nees. 


in the promises of God, calculates on 1000 as a 


taught of God, “whom to know ts eternai life,” 


‘either gr atitude or virtue? 


jthat is, consistently with the nature of things, 


3. Although the apostle attributes all sin to 
the “works of the flesh,” yet I never supposed 
that either he or you could be so absurd as to 
suppose that the flesh could sin, abstractly, 
without the consent of the mind. 

4, Whatever you may have thought or writ- 
ten in early life, on the natural immortality of 
the soul, I do not suppose that you now think 
that a man can either enjoy or suffer any thing 
only through the medium of the organs of 
sense; and hence when these organs are destroy- 
ed, whether by death or otherwise, so-as to be 
incapable of sensation, they must be restored 
again before there can be any thing like hap- 
piness or misery. And to bring what a man| 
writes at one period of life, with what he has 
written at a latter period, when often, perhaps 
he has changed his views in some respects, so 
as to make him appear inconsistent, or to have 
contradicted himself, eppears to me very un- 
generous. 

5. If God shall “raise us up (and all men) 
by Christ,”’ so that all will be presented togeth- 
er with him, why will not all be saved by 
Christ as much as any? Andif all shall be 


what is the reason that this knowledge will not 
be as valuable to those who never knew him 
before, as it will be, then, to those who have 
‘known, and of course enjoyed him (that is 


6. If God “hath given unto us (and to alt 


7. For the sake of mathematical precision 


'rewards calculate on 100 asa reward for his 


gift; the unbeliever in this system, but befiever 


free gilt, peing perfectly satisfied with his pre- 
sent rewards, which has the strongest motive to 


8. To him who believes firmly that God in 
his goodness has made every creature, even 
here, as happy as he can possibly make him, 


and that he will act upon the same principles 
hereafter, and to all eternity, what stronger mo- | 
tive can he possibly have for moral virtue? It 
is believed that it is morally impossible for 
God to make a sinner happy while he is a 
sinner. 

I proposethese questions, which it is need- 
less to multiply, principally to obtain your views 
on points in which I must have misunderstood 
you unless you have been. misrepresented; and 
partly to convey my own ideas, in such a man- 


ner that they cannot be mistaken, that they may 
be corrected if wrong. A direct answer to each 
of these questions, therefore, is earnestly re- 
qnested; and it is believed that they would ren- 
der any formal reply to the work which has oc- 

casioned them unnecessary; but should there | 
he any so unfortunato asto think your writings 


and preaching fairly represented in these Let- 
ters, however much they might disapprove their 
style and manner, and think that they were un- 
called for, yet they certainly make you appear 
to a disadvantage. If our friend had simply 
published his own views, as you have done, 
and labored to prove them correct, with all the 
arguments with which he is master, and let the 
work have found its way before the public, and 
to have stood or fallen upon its own ground, no 
one would have had reason to complain: but, 
as it is, notwithstanding all his pretensions to 
friendship and fellowship, I greatly misjudge if 
it does not discover a want of both. But in this 


| particular, I may be, and should be glad to find | 


that I am mistaken. 
Yours in the bonds of the Gospel. 
ABNER KNEELAND. 
REV. HOSEA BALLOU. 
oe BQO 


For the Universalist Magazine, 


REPLY TO THE FOREGOING, 


Dear Sir and Brother,—That the subje’ ® 
your letter should occasion regret is peric 
consistent with what I am happy to believe of 
your disposition to cultivate and maintain har- 
mony and peace among brethren professing 
‘Jike precious faith;’’? but that you should be 
surprised that my writings should be misr epre- 
sented by one, who years ago presented to your 


eyes and ears most ample proof, that, towards» 


me, his breast was not burdened with even the 
milk of human kindness, much less with the 
charities of the gospel, I consider more ques- 
tionable. 

That our Jong and familiar acquaintance, 
during which time we have often discussed the 
several topics to which you allude, added to 
your acquaintance with my writings, on them, 
should afford an opportunity of knowing my 
sentiments, and preclude the necessity of your 
learning them from an opposer, who, I am told, 
states near the close of his letters, that he does 
not know what they are, seems to me perfectly 
reasonable. 

As to the license and its latitudes, which the 
writer, to whom you allude, hastaken with my 
publications, I am unacquainted, having never 
read his work. Having been informed, “by the 
best of judges, that it contained no new argu- 
ments, on the merits of the subject, to which it 
professes to be devoted, and having so ofien 
answered those which have been in use, I have 
not been disposed to go over grounds which i 
was sure would present neither fruits nor flow- 
ers pleasant to the taste or eye. 

If our brethren, who maintain future punish- 
ment, would consent to do what they have been 
so-often called on to do, viz. prove from the 
testimony of scripture, that the next state of 
existence willbe so far like the present, that 
man will there be liable to temptation, and to 
be led into sin, there would be an end to the 
controversy; for it is allowed, on all hands, that 
where sin is, it is punishable; and it ought to 
be allowed, by all, that where sin does not and 
cannot exist, it cannot be punished, ‘There is 
another consideration, which these brethren 


seem entirely to divéSaardl whiol 4 is, if the 
scriptures prove that the next state is a state 
of imperfection, sin and suffering, they must 
also prove an end to that state, or be incapable 
of proving unversal holiness inany state, But 
at has never appeared to me that they felt so 
much disposed to enlighten us respecting the 
nature and evidences of the subject for which 
they contend, as they are to lean on the preju- 
dices of the public i in favor of a future hell, in 
its popular sense, and to turn the bitterness of 
that prejudice towards those, whose arguments 
they were conscious they could not answer.— 
if there were any need of evidence to support 
what I here suggest, one circumstance of fact 
would be sufficient. When I lived in Ports- 
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unnecessary for me to be farther particular; 
except it may be well just to remark on your 
fourth suggestion, which regards the ‘natural 
immortality of the soul.” Whatever I may 
have written on this subject, it was never my 
intention to attempt to define the nature, as to 
substance of the soul. I have believed, and 
still continue to view man as the “offspring of 
God,” and that this relation constitutes him an 
heir of that immortality which is a property of 
God alone. But surely what Pope says of 
Newton will apply with increased emphasis to 
one so limited as your friend: 


“Could he, whose rules the rapid comet binds, 
Describe or fix one movement of his mind? 
Who saw its fires here rise, and there descend, 


mouth, N. H. some fourteen, or fifteen years 
ago, I was made exceedingly glad, by discov- 
ering in my study on Heb. ix. 27, 28, what I 
now believe to be the true application and use 
of the passage. As every new idea which was 
obtained by brethren, so long ago, was consid- 
ered in the light of common property, we were 
in the habit of communicating, to each other, 
as you very well know, all discoveries which 
we were able to make; and one felt no small 
degree of pleasure in being able to repay such 
favors ashe had received. In the spirit of this 
reciprocity, I immediately communicated my 
thoughts on this text to a brother near Boston; 
he received it with full and cordial approbation, 
and communicated it to one in Boston and to 
another at a little distance, and all accepted 
tke exposition with approbation and delight.— 
But what use do these brethren now make of 
this passage? Why, to prove the old notion of 
aday of judgment in the future state, and fu- 
ture retribution, all which is acceptable to the 
public prejudices, the perturbed torrent of 
which we were formerly engaged in resisting! 

But I mist hasten to notice your queries.— 
yst. to relation to what you term ‘death and 
glory.” 

This subject has never been much agitated 
among beathien of our order, until quite ‘lately. 
Dr. Priestley’s views of an unconscious state 
alter death, were not known to me when I 
wrote my treatise on atonement, nor had that 
subject then ever been considered by me ‘This 
accounts for my silence on it. Of late I have 
endeavored to know what divine revelation has 
communicated on this subject; but, owing to! 
my want of discernment, I have not been able to| 


reconcile all the passages, which seem to re-| 


late to the case, to a fair support of either side 
of the question. My efforts, f acknowledge, 
have not been made with that intenseness of 
application, respecting this matter, as they 
would have been, had I been persuaded that 
the question was of any great conseqnence.— 
Being fully satisfied that the scriptures teach 


us to believe no moral state, between the death | 


of the body, and the resurrection state, in which be violated by the regeneration of every sinner | 


that which was sown in dishonor will be raised 
in glory, and that which was sown in corrup- 
tien, shall be raised in incorruption, it seemed 
to me immaterial whether we enter, immediate- 
ly, after the dissolution of the body, on the re- 
surrection state,or sleep in unconscious quietude 
oak given time etore that glorious event shall 
take place. In either case, it is what you call 
“death and glory,” for it makes no difference 
as to the length of time during an unconscious 
state. In such a state there can be effected 
no moral preparations. 

As you have framed the remainder of your que- 
res in such a manner asto give your own viewsof 
the subjects, and as there | is no essential difer- 
ence between our conceptions of them, it seems 


Explain his own beginning, or his end?” 
Yours affectionately, 
Hosea Batuov. 


For the Universalist Magazine. 


TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF JUSTICE. 


As it is the honest opinion of many, that di- 
vine justice absolutely requires that the sins 
which men commit in this present world should 
.be punished in a future state, and that it is a 
violation of the very nature of justice to disbe- 
‘lieve in a future state of condemnation and 
punishment, it seems reasonable that those who 
do not view the subject in the same light, but 
feel persuaded to the contrary, should endea- 
yor to present the advocates of future retribu- 
tion with those arguments on which they rest 
the opposite opinion. To disregard the re- 
quirements of justice, or to try to evade them, 
in any possible way, can by no means serve 
the moral interest of any one. Whatever di- 
vine justice requires it must have. 

But let us ask those who are so confident 
that for the sins which men commit in this life, 
they must, according to the demands of justice, 
be punished in the future world, whether this 
principle applies to all who have sinned? This 
question they all answer in the negative.— 
They say, that justice does not require those 
to be punished hereafter, who repent of their | 
sins and are regenerated and born again before | 
they die. Ifthis statement be correct, then it 
|necessarily follows that divine Justice does not, 
variably and absolutely require that those 
'who sin in this life should be punished in the 
next; those who are regeneratated are an ex- 
ception, Let us then ask whether divine jus- 
tice is or can be opposed to the regeneration 
of all mankind before they die? No one will 
|contend for this. If divine justice be not vio- 
jlated by the regeneration of those who view 
themselves to be saints, of course it would not 


lof the human family” But it is clearly evi- 
dent, that if divine justice is not opposed to the 
regeneration of all men, in this life, and that it 
does not require the future punishment of any 
who are thus regenerated, that it does not ab- 
|solutely require “the future condemnation and 
punishment of any. 

In the hight of this reasoning we see, that all 
those who are zealously engaged in what are 
called revivals and reformations, though they 
so earnestly contend that divine justice de- 
mands the fatare condemnation and punish- 
ment of the wicked, are notwithstanding, do- 
ing all they can to prevent this condemnation 
aad punishment, by being tnstrumental in the 
jregeneration of sinners, which work they be-| 


FUTURE RETRIBUTION CONSIDERED IN RELATION- 


lieve is “perfectly consistent with divine j jus- 
tice ! . 

But it is contended that many do go out of 
the world unregenerated, and’ therefore the 
retributtons of divine justice must be adminis- 
tered? We reply; this is assertion. Whocan 
prove what takes place in the heart of the dy- 
ing? Is the holy one limited? Even upon the 
hypothesis, that all who die in an unregenerate 
state, as it is called, must be punished in 
hell hereafter, no oné\can prove that any will 
be thus punished, because no one can prove 
that any go out of the world without regenera- 
tion. But the argument to which we-have at- 
tended, and the grants made by the believers 
in future punishment, afford an important con- 
clusion, which they seem not to see. Accord- 
ing to what they contend for, men do not ne- 
cessarily deserve to be punished in the future 
state for the sins which they commit in this; 
but they deserve this punishment because they 
are not regenerated. According to this, a 
man may have grown old in crimes, his sins 
may have accumulated as it were to mountains; 
but just before he dies, he is regenerated, 
which is his passport to heaven; while a youth 
whose offences are venial, if he die unregen- 
erated, cannot, in justice, escape the retribu- 
tions contended for. Thus it is clearly seen, 
that it is not because men sin in this world 
that they are to be punished in the next; but 
because they are not regenerated before they 
die. But here another question arises: By 
whose wisdom or power is this work of regen- 
eration performed ? The answer is, from al! 
who believe in such a change, it is the power 
of God alone that can regenerate the sinner. 
Then we come to the monstrous conclusion 
that divine justice requires that men should be 
punished in hell hereafter, because our heay- 
enly Father, who alone has the power to re- 
regenerate us, chooses not to perform this 
work while we live in this world! 

Having carried the foregoing reasoning toa 
fair result, we may now take a different view - 
of the main subject. Remember we are in 
search of the requirements of divine justice, 
respecting the punishment of men in a future 
state for the crimes they commit in this. The 
| proposition to be examined is, that the sinner 
must be thus punished to satisfy the demands 
of justice, Well, the unregenerated sinner 
dies. While be peat a dead man he cannot 
be punisned. ‘‘The dead know not any thing, 
neither have they any more a reward.””—Kcel, 
ix. 5. In order then to punish this man, who 
is dead, he must be raised from the dead, and 
receive his punishment in a resurrection state. 
Reader, be careful here. Does divine justice 
demand that this dead man should be raised 
into a state of lite and active sense, for the - 
purpose of enduring pugishment for the crimes 
he commited in this; mortal state ? What 
wrong done by this man while living, can be 
repaired by the punishment and Sioned if con- 
tended for? Suppose the man, while ‘living, 
was a miserable, discipated, unkind and impro- 
vident husband aid father. Canthe sufferings 
in another world, which are contended for, re 
pair these wrongs done to an unhappy family? 
None will alte this. What good then can 
this punishment do? Is it contended that hig 
punishment is just because in his resurrection 
state he is opposed to all good and inclined to 
all evil? Bf it be so, it must be because that 
power which alone was able to raise him from 
the dead, and give hun another state of moval 
ex sistenee, saw fit to give him a sinfal one; for 
it certainly cannot be in the pewer of a dead 
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man to raise himself, and to modify his consti- 
tution in a resurrection state. Because men 
have been wicked in this world, does justice 
require that they should be wicked in a future 
state? And because the dead are not able to 
do any thing towards this great work, God 
himself takes it in hand, and raises them intoa 
sInful constitution, that they may oppose and 
hate him, and endure these torments for which 
the pious contend! 

These remarks must be concluded with say- 
ing, that if there be any way to view this sub- 
ject in accordance with the common doctrine, 
and in accordance with reason and scripture, 
that way is not discovered by H.B 


For the Universalist Magazine. — 
Caarestown, Dec. 17, 1827. 


Gentlemen,— The following lelters were recewed, 
from the following gentlemen im India, in answer 
fo some questions put to them, which these letters 
will sufficiently explain. . If you Unk them of use, 
Twill ihank you to give them a place inthe Maga- 
zine. Yours respectfully. W. Barrour. 

LETTER. 

Dear Sir,—I have the honor to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of the 18th October 
last and of your three valuable productions, 
and feel highly gratified by your kind notice of 
me. I beg you will accept my sincere thanks 
for the marks of kindness you have shown and 
for the very acceptable present with which you 
have honored me. 

The views which you have taken in these 
Essays are in my humble opinion fully consis- 
tent with the benevolent spirit and pure doc- 
trines of Christianity, and only those that are 
victims to early acquired prejudices, can, I 
think, reject and oppose them. Should God be 
acknowledged to be just and merciful, he must 
be expected to punish those who, in any limited 
space of time, violate his moral Law with tem- 
porary afflictions and pardon them ultimately 
through his mercy aud compassion.—This idea 
is not only justified, but positively confirmed 
by innumerable instances found in the Old 
Pestament, showing that Ged visited the guilty 
with temporary punishinents, though their sins 
were against the eternal God. 

Nothing, L think, can be more absurd and 
more unscriptural than the idea of giving the 
almighty Deity a powerful rival, the devil, suf 
ficiently strong to oppose him constantly, and 
producing evils in oppositions to his will.— 
Christians have.in fact imbibed this false doc- 
trine from the Magians of Persia, differing 
from them only in the use of language; never- 
less they would ‘eel ollended, were you to re- 
‘Inind them of this evident fact. 

) They in reality divide what they call the 
‘Godhead in the first instance into two powers: 
“One is suppesed to be the source of all evils, 
the other as the source of good.—Whiie they 
‘ascribe to che former the power of multiplying 
himseif by numerous incarnations or inferior 
Agents in carrying on his misehievous plans, 
they subdivide the latter into three persons un- 
der the appellation ofthe Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Ghost for the completion of salvation 
With regard to a few individuals, in defiance of 
their powerful rival the Devil. May God res 

Cue them irom this mental durknese, and lead 
‘them to-all trath. 

_ Lam sorry some engagements of immediate 


| pensities, 


also mutiny, are of limited duration. 


able to afford myself the satisfaction of going 
on through them all. 

I now refer to your queries and answer them 
briefly, according to the best of my knowledge; 
as the Rev. Mr. Adam informs me that he has 
already made a reply to each of them. 

Query Ist. Do the natives of India (proba- 
bly meaning Hindoos) believe in any evil be- 
ing similar to that called the Devil and Satan 
by Christians? Ans. No. 

Query 2d. Do the natives of India believe 
in the endless misery of wicked men? Ans. No. 

They however believe that there is a place 
ealled ““Nuruck,” where every wicked man is 
hiable to be punished for a cortain duration, 
and whence he descends and assumes a new 
body in this world, for another trial of his pro- 
As to more particular information 
on these heads, Mr. Adam reiers you to Ward’s 
work on the Hindoo. But that work contain- 
ing a mixture of correct and incorrect notions, 
will I fear do you little good. As the ship 


Pagoda is on the point of’sailing, I am obliged 


to defer my answer to your inquiry respecting 
the origin of Magi to another opportunity, and 
at present I content myself with my fervent 
wishes for your health, happiness, and success 
in your laudable pursuits, and remain with es- 
teem and respect. 
_ Dear Sir, 
Your’s most faithfully 
Rammouun Roy. 
Caleulia, July 1, 1827. 


LETTER II. 


Dear Sir,—I had the pleasure to receive 
your letter of the 18th October, by the Bagoda, 
with the copies of your three publications, for 
which [ beg you will accept my best thanks. 

tammohun-Roy has just sent me your letter 
to him, containing the two questions to which 
you refer, and which you request me to unite 
with him in answering. He is much more com- 
petent than fam to give you full and correct 
information on the points which they embrace, 
aud he will, I hope, do so. I shall theretore 
be brief. 
lieve in any evil being, similar to that called 
the Devil and Satan by Christians??? Limit- 
ing the question and answer to the Hindwos, | 
reply,.that they do not believe in any such be- 
ing. The only personage that might be mis- 
taken for the devil of Christians in Hindoo my- 
thology in Zuma, the god of the infernal re- 


gions and judge of all, equivalent to Pluto of 


ancient mythology. ‘Phe Mahomidans, it is 
weil known, believe in Eblis or Satan. 2d. 
“Do the natives of India believe in the endless 
misery of wicked meu???) With the same limi- 
tation T answer, that they do not. They be- 
heve that the evils they suffer in a@ present 
world are the punishment of sins committed in 
a former birth, and that the sins committed 
here will be punished in a future birth on earth, 
or in some one of te many hells with which 
their system is furnished. ‘uruk is the name 
they give to Hell, but ¥ do not find that endless 
suliering in any of them is threatened as the 
punishinent of even the most grievous sins:— 
‘Phe punishment threatened treguently extends 
to millions of years, but never, as far as I have 
observed to eternily, In like manner the en- 
joyment of heaven ar Swureu, of which there are 
The high- 
est Gbject of attainment presented by the Hin- 


WMportance have prevented my) perasing the;doo Religion is the re-union of the soul with 


\Whoie of your Essays. 


{hope f shall soon be [the Deity, which amounts to a negation of all) this v 
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Ist. ‘“‘Do the natives of India be-! 


107 


enjoyment as well as suffering. Mahommidans 
believe in the eternal punishment of the infidel 
rejutor of Idumism. On both these questions, 
in as far as Hindoos are concerned, I beg to 
refer you to Ward’s work on tho Hindoos, 
where you will find a great deal of correct in- 
formation, although in a very crude state. 

I am much encouraged by the sympathy you 
express in our humble endeavors in this quar- 
ter of the globe to promote the cause of God, 
and it will afford me still greater pleasure to 
learn, that the denomination to which I con- 
clude you belong unite with my Unmitarian 
friends in Boston to promote the objects of a 
Foreign Mission, I shall be glad to hear that 
your influence is employed for this purpose, and 
trusting to hear from you again. I beg you to 
believe me 

Yours with sincere affection. 
W. Anam. 
Calcutta, 28th June, 1827. 
MR. WALTER BALFOUR, 


From (he (Providence) Ohyistian Telescope, 


RELIGIOUS TEST. 
To the Editors of the Unversalist Magazine, 


Brethren,—I hasten to relieve your suspense 
by a plain statement of facts, in relation to the 
rejection of a witness by Judge Story, in the 
U.S. Cireuit Court. 

The Patriot and Phenix, a respectable paper 
published in this town, contained a report of 
this case, said to be the report of the Clerk of 
the Court, which we re-published in the Teles- 
cope, of the 24th ult. with some strictures. 
The fact of his being the Author, has nof been 
denied, by him or his friends; though he has 
written much upon the subject since. Indeed, 
he tacitly acknowledges the authorship by de- 
fending the doctrine of that report, This re- 
port, from the Clerk of the Court, we consid- 
ered in the light of offctal authority, and have 
treated it as such. We stated, likewise, what 
we had from the mouth of the Elder Richard- 
son, with whom we have been acquainted fora 
few years, and who isa steady, candid, respec- 
table men. Aiter it was known that public 
feeling was aroused by this violation of the laws 
of Rhode-Island, and several of the Editors of 
papers in this place had anitmadverted with some 
serverity upon, what they considered, an out- 
rage upon our civil and religious rigts, secured 
by the laws of this state, it was asserted that 
the case was not correctly reported, and coun- 
ter statements have been given. ‘I'he Clerk, 
however, has never, in word, retracted any 
part of his early report, 

Judge Story was written to upcu the subject; 
who, instead of meeting the case In the grand 
point of inquiry; to wit. ‘Js @ wilness to be re- 
jected because he disbelieves in punishinent beyond 
this life? has, to all appearance, studiously 
avoided coming to this point. 

it was weil understood at the time, that 
Justice Story rejected the witness upoh the 
authority of the English Law, which renders 
the witness incompetent, if he does not believe 
in a future state or in future rewards and punr- 
ishments: You will see that Judye Story, in 
his own report (and which is said to be given 
according to the best of his recollection) does 
not lowch the particular case as reported by 
Mr. Cowell. Now if Judge Story did not 
mean to reject a witness because he disbeheved 
in future rewards and punisiments, why has he 
not declared it, when he is periectly aware that 
question which excited so much in- 


\ 
yas the 
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terest in the public mind? Tis evasion of this | 
point, satisfies us that he intended to recognize 
the broadest principles of English law, touch- 
ing a belief in future punishment. We are 
strengthened in this belief by information from 
an Attorney who was seated near the Judge at 
the time the witness was rejected. He stated 
that the witness was rejected because he did 
not believe in a fuiure existence; and that Judge 
Story volunteered to add, ‘‘no man can be ad- 
milted to testify in court unless be believes in fu- 
ture rewards and punishmenis.”? After di- 
vulging these facts, I leave you to decide, as 
to the conduct and inientions of the Coutt. 
Your’s, Epiror. 


the doctrine of infant salvation; that, ‘‘you were 
a Calvinist on all these points, and was not 
conscious of any discrepancy in your opinions.” 
Am I correct, Sir? Ifl am, permit me to ex- 
press a hope that you will favor the public with 
“the reasoning, the logic,’ by which, in your 
mind, they are reconciled. 

I understood you to say, that the doctrine of 
election was not open to the objection, that it 
supposed only the salvation of a small portion 
of mankind. That, 1800 years ago, we were 
told, there was in heaven an innumerable com- 
pany; that, until the present time, accessions 
had been constantly making; that onward, to 
the millennial period, there would be a con- 
stantly accumulating increase; that it had been 


From the Christian Register. 


To the Rev. Lyman Beecher, 

Sir,—Attracted by the celebrity which has at- 
tached itself to your name, which reached me 
beyond the range ofthe Green Mountains, I en- 
tered the Park-street Church last evening, with 
no slight measure of confidence, that 1 should 
hear some powerful exhibition of Christian truth. 
Though the subject selected by you was, to my 
apprehension, inappropriate to a day of Thanks- 
giving, yet I will confess, that, should you be 
able and willing to answer some queries that 
have forcibly suggested themselves, I should 
consider that a new cause for gratitude had 
been furnished me. It would, indeed, be grat- 
ifying to every humane man, to say no more to 
be satisfied “that the Calvinists, as a body, at 
the present day, do not believe in the future 
damnation of infants.” 

The queries which, with all due respect, I 


-mean now to state, may not seem to an exten- 


sive reader in theology, important or involving 
any difficulty; but I am not so situated as to 
have opportunity for research, and request, 
therefore, “that if your health is spared,” you 
will vouchafe a reply, in the notice ‘you pro- 
pose taking of this subject in another form.” 

I understood you to say, that infants were 
not sinners by imputation, nor by actual trans- 
gression: but that the shock of the fall had so 
unhinged the moral frame, that they, equally 
with adults, were in nced of a Saviour.”” That 
“waking up in eternity, they might transgress, 
and become subjects of punishment:” “that 
the declaration of your text, ‘of such is the 
kingdom of heaven,’ if it meant the church on 
earth, ensured the admission of infants into 
heaven; since they would of course be mem- 
bers of the kingdom of glory.” Am I correct, 
Sir? Jf I am, will you tell me, if adults also 
may transgress and become subjects of punish- 
ment, after death; and how your doctrine, as 
stated, can be distinguished from that of Uni- 
versalists, called Restorationists? 

[ also understood you to say, that there was 
no warrant in scripture for supposing the faith 
of the parent, or the ordinance of baptism, in 
any way serviceable in the salvation of infants, 
That there was vo difference between the pro- 
genny of believers and unbelievers; all, consti- 
tuting one third part of the human fomily, were 
saved? Am I correet, Sir? If Lam, will you 
tell me on what ground, as a substitute for 
these generally received notions among Calvin- | 
ists, you intended to rest? 

} understood vou to say, also, that the ina- 
bility of infants to exercise repentance or faith 
was no obstacie te thei salyation, these heine 
conditions of the salvation of adulisenly. Phat 
there was nothing in the doctrines of cleetion 


of originat sin, ef reprobation, inconsistent with | 


estimated, on a fair calculation, that the num- 
ber of the saved in the millennial period, would 
be as a million to one, compared with the num- 
ber saved at any antecedent period?” Am I 
correct, Sir? If Iam, permit me to ask, on 
what basis this estimate is made: and if you in- 
tended this as an answer to the objection, for I 
have thought the objection was, that, ‘by the 
doctrine of election of a given number in exist- 
ence at a given time, a small proportion only 
;could be saved.’ If f am not mistaken in this, 
I cannot perceive that you have met it in any 
way. 

Will you also tell me, at what age responsi- 
bility commences, and how you have ascertain- 
ed that the little children, brought to our Say- 
iour had not attained that age? 

With a hope that my intrusion on your val- 
uable time will meet indulgence from you, I 
am with due respect, 


Yours, &e. JUVENIS. 


For the Universalist Magazine, 


The following Lines have been nuslaid some time 
in the office. 


PAST DAYS. 


ee , 

Bright rose my sun without a cloud, 
Life’s morn was fair and gay, 

‘T envied not the gay and proud, 

‘With riches, wealth and power endow’d, 

Who trifle life away. 


The hours of youth roll’d heedless on, 
Gay pleasures ever smil’d, 
| The rose bloom’d fair without a thorn, 
While friendship bless’d the rosy dawn, 
And every care beguil’d. 
But oh! that sky so mild and fair, 
At noon with clouds o’er spread, 
And pain and sorrow entered where 
I look’d for calmer joys, but care 
And grief came in their stead. 


’T was not misfortune’s blasting breath 
That mark’d me for its prey, 
Nor poverty; but cruel death 
That bore my hopes away; 
My friend was call’d, in beauteous bloom, 
To quit my bosom for the tomb! 


Ah what could soothe the dreary hour, 
Or cheer my lonely heart, 

The spirits damp’d im sorrow’s showers? 

* Twas bless’d Religion had the power, 
Some comfort to impart. 


She taught me while on earth below, 
The happiest were past days; 

And they must suffer pam apd woe, 

Who wish the joys of heaven to know, 
And Join the song of endless praise. 


MAGAZINE. 


will preclude the necessity of their taking two papers.’ 
Proposals will be issued in a few weeks. 


Henry Bowen * ‘ 


_N.B. All Editors and Publisbers who will give the above an insertions 
will do a favor which will be cheerfully recipreewel when an apport 
nity presents. 3 § 


To Correspondents. 


_“C. H.” will accept the assurance that the 
piece in the Magazine, of which he complains, 
was written in opposition to the doctrine of an. 
infinite punishment, which orthodoxy has long 
endeavored to maintain ih opposition to Uni- 
versalism; as the following sentence will fully 
show: ‘‘But it may be said, that the fear of a 
future retribution is rendered more effectual 
than that of present punishment, because it has 
in view a punishment infinitely greater than 
can be suffered in the present life.” As those 
who profess to believe in Universal Salvation, 
but allow that a moral discipline may extend 
beyond this mortal existence, do not contend 
for any punishment which differs in kind or 
principle from what is e*perienced in this state, 
it seems that the fear inculcated by them must 
be in accordance with the fear taught by those 
who believe that all sin and misery end with 
this life. H. B. 


FIRES IN THE CITY. | 

Between three and four o’clock yesterday 
morning, a fire broke out in the Blacksmith’s’ 
shop of Mr. Joel Nason, No. 132 Hanover. 
street, which, with its contents, was mostly de-_ 
stroyed. Never perhaps has the great utility. 
of our Hose Department been more fully and 
successfully tested than in the present instance. 
The shop was contiguous to the house of Mr, — 
N. which several times took fire, and there was _ 
a deficiency of water in the vicinity, but by the - 
prompt exertions of the fire companies, a line 
of Hose was extended from the scene of the 
fire, opposite the Hancock school house, to the - 
reservoir, opposite the stone church in Hanover _ 
street, a distance of 60 of 70 reds, anda supply 
of water obtained sufficient to arrest the farther - 
progress of the flames and save the house from _ 
material damage. The loss sustained is from 
$1,000 to 2,000. Aimer, Trav. 

On Friday night at 12 o’clock, a fire broke 
out in this city in the large wooden building 
590 and 592, Washington-Street, owned by | 
Benjamin Goddard, Esq. and occupied as a 
cabinet warehouse by Mr. Cornelius Briggs, _ 


jand chair manuiactory by Mr. Ebenezer White, _ 


The fire soon spread to a ten foot building oc- 
cupied by Lyman Tucker, Jr. turner. These | 
two buildings were burnt in leas than an hour, 
together with a house tp the rear ocenpied by | 
John Wenthworth.— Bost, Gaz, ae 


stamens moti annette cote enema 


Married in this City. 

Capt. Henry Archibald to Miss Emily Whit- 
marsh. 

In Scituate, by Rev. B. Whittemore, Mr. 
Perez S. Whiting, merchant of New York, to 
Miss Lucy @. eldest daughter of F. Ja- 
cobs, Esq. ; 


eee yen arr ney 
Pred way iiis Ory: 


Capt. Charles Kilict Magee, aged 42. 


